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ABSTRACT ♦ s 

In 1977, the State Board of Governors adopted 
legislation mandating the establishment of advisory committees for 
handicapped student programs and services in California community 
colleges. In fall 1*80, a statewide survey was conducted to 
investigate the current operational structure and activities of these 
committees. Program coordinators at 106 California commun it/ colleges 
were asked to provide inforjietion on their characteristics; the 
characteristics of adviatfry committee members; the organizational 
structure of* the committ**?; present and past emphases in committee 
activities;; and cemmitiee problems, effectiveness, and iunctions. 
Selected findings, based on responses from 83 colleges, include the 
following: .(1) respondents worked in colleges with an average 
enrollment of 10*,995 stud^ts serving an average of 337 handicapped 
students; (2) while faculty aiid staff composed the largest group ol 
committee members, other groups were adequately represented; (3) 
71.1% of the committees lacked written by-lawj; (4) during 1980-81, 
committee activities focused primarily on improving program 
operations and curriculum and instruction; and (5) major problems 
were identified as lack 6f a -clearly defined committee role, qiember 
apathy, and lack of attendance. Recomnfcndations , based on these and 
other findings, called for a clearer definition of committee roles, 
chairpersons from outside the college staff, greater community 
representation, -more convenient meeting times, training sessions for 
new and continuing members, and statewide guidelines. (HB) 
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ABSTRACT 

* i The purpose of this> stud^was to investigate the current opera- 

tiorrcW structure and ictivRies of mandatory citizen advisory committees for 
'Handicapped Student Program* and Services in the public conmunity colleges 
in California. ' , % . 




COMMUNITY COLLEGE HANDICAPPED " 
STUDENT .PROGRAMS AND ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES 

— > • • - ; * . 

In. 1980, the m08t w recent estimate indicated that more than a million 

parents and other citizens belonged, to some 60^,000 school adyisory committees 

which had been formed in the last 10 years, The* largest number of these 

committees were mandated federal legislation aimec^at special target 

groups such as low income, bilingual, and handicapped studeftt$ (Davies, 

^f^BO). The intent of this article was to investigate advisory committees 

for such a target group. Specifically, advisory committees in California 

Community Colleges for handicapped students was explored. , 

♦ 

( % In the Califori^a Coranunity Colleges, ttfe mandate for the establish- 

ment of^advisory ' comraittes for handicapped student programs and services was 
initiated in 197 7 by the State Board of Governors. The law they adopted 
stated simply "that an advisory committee must *fc>e established and that the 
committee must be composed of representatives determined by program needs. 
The law did not indicate any additional requirements for the operations of 

advisory committees, and ^ therefore delegated any operational decisions to the 

* 

program coordinator. Subsequently, there has been no operative system 
designed to ensure quality in the organizational structure or activities of 
the advisory committees. , ' » • ,« . 

. MEtHOD . " 

The* purpose pf this study was to investigate the current t)perat*ionar 
structure and activities of^mandatory citizen advisory 'commit tees «for Handi- 
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capped Student Program^ and Services in the public community colleges in 
California. ' Variaus research questions were f developed and wejre used to 
direct this research. A'statewide survey was taiailad in fall, 1980, to 106 
program coordinators working at the various public community colleges. Infor 
maClon was received from 88 or. 83. O v percejit of the polleges. Multi-college 

districts which opera.te a uiist rict-wide advisory committee were eliminated 

* * * ' ' ^ \ • • 

from the sample, leaving 83 valid cases, or 78x3 percent, of *the t 106 • 
California Community colleges. The following is a brief -summary the major 
areas of Jthe findings. * $k 

, „ • RESULTS 

• * Respondent Charac terist ics . Most of the respondents had the job 
title of program coordinator or enablen and hacf-worked in -that position on * 
an average of 4.75 years, and were assigned to the Handicapped Student 
Programs and Services ( an average of 12.10 years in education. 

The respondents worked in community colleges witti an average size* 

' of 10,995 students and served an average of 337 handicapped students. The — 1 

majority of the community colleges^ served communities which were either 

urban and suburban. * 

Characte rist ics of Advisory Committee Members / Individuals repre- 
' ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ • * i 

senting the college staff or faculty composed the largest group of advisory 
committee membership. In rank order ; othe^r - representatives included private 
non-profit agencies, other educational institutions, students, state and 
federal agencies, business and industry, consumer groups for the handicapped, 
parents, and members of the general public. The membership of the advisory 
committees represented the communities they served. 
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• " ' 1 . 1 ^ • 

The majority of the advisory committee *iembejrs were ^ppointeo by 

"college personnel. In 7. 2. percent of th£ ^committees, members were selected 

With advisory committee* input. Generally, there were no .written criteria 
-> * * * 

for the flection of committee members. On the average, advisory committee . 
members served 2.5 .year terms and meeting attendance averaged 75.21 percent 
ot the members. Most of the committee work was reported to be done by the 
anic few member's, and th<_ members generally did not divide into different 

» 4 

factions' on most issues. Members were also untrained for their committee 
role. 

^ r^aiiizat ional Structur e ol E xisting Advisory Committees . Findings 
nulicated tfyaL there were some advisory committees organized *for each dis- 
ability group but the majority of t lie .colleges operated a total program 

advisory committee. Very few colleges organized specific advisory committees 

% • / • / 

for individual groups'* The majority of the respondents disagreed with the 

> • 

statement that an advisory dorami'ttee for each disability grptfp should be 

- ■ 4 •' . C 

organized at each cojlege. 



<3 

Ln the' total sample, the average zise of each of the different types 

ot advisory' committees ranged from LI. 50 to 14.88 members. Some 68.7 perce!nt^ 

of the' respondents reported that they had a written statement or purpose. 

Only 37. Aperient of the respondents had^nritten reporting procedures. Some 

« » 
45.8 percent of the advisory committee recommendation's were submitted directly 

to the progranr coordinator. Seventy^ercent of the respondents indicated that^ 
the a'dvisoity Committee ahoufd operate independently pf the Allege Board of* 
Governors. , > " , 

Some. 71. L percent of the committees did not have written by-laws*' • 
'were mi^ed opinions about the need for written by-laws with 40.9 percent 
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indicating that a committee should not have by-laws >, snd.19.3 "percent were 
undecided about the issue- " . 

Almost all advisory committees had meeting agendas and' £9.9 percent 
of v the agendas were prepared by either the program coordinator or by the / 

• • • •- . r 

program st4ff and coordinator. Only 19.2 percent of the agenda preparation 
involved advisory committee members. In 84.4 percent, of the committees, the 
recordkeeping activities were performed by college personnel. in 4.8 per- 
eenf of the cbrami t tees ,» the recordkeeping activities were performed by 
co 1 lege ^ptk^upne 1 . -In 4.8 percent of -the committees, the recordkeeping^ ' , 
activities were perf armed by a committee member. 



/ 



f * Respondents were asked- to indicate fcjv^ch person had the most power 

or ini luencV, in the committee. The program coordinator had "the most power.- 



>: 



nfluence with ahc conmittee chairperson being the next most influential 
erson in the group. Respondents were asked to* indicate which person per- 



formed the activities of committee cha'irperson , and in 63.9 percent of v "the* 
committees, tiie program coordinator acted as the committee chairperson. In ^ 
24.1 percent of the committees, the cha*i rperson was chosen from the committee 
members. Some 22.9 percent of the 'advisory committee chairperson's 'were 
elected, 1§.3 percent volunteered tor the jtrb, -and 41.0 percent were appointed. 
Some 64.7 percent of the Jppointed chairpersons were- self*-appointed , an^l 1J..8 
percent were appointed by tile superintendent/president. Interestingly, when 
asked if the advisory committee should be controlled by .the -program coordi- 
nator, 27.7 percent agreejl^with the statement, 40.9 peYcerit\disagreed with 

' ' h 1 ' ; } 

the statement, and 21.7 percent wert; undecided . " '\ 

*When looking at committee decisions, 50-/6 perc,eut of the respondents 
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felt that advisory committee, members' should not enforce all committee de- 
cisions, and 84 percent felt that reports from dissenting members should be' 
allowed. When making committee decisions, 60.2 percent o£ the commit tees 

used a simple majority vote. 

! ' ' ' , 

Actual Operations of the Advisory Committees . Some 21.7 percent of 

the responding colleges did not hol<} an advisory committee meeting during 

the 1979-80 point school year. The remaining colleges held 2.23 meetings per 

year. Sixty-two point seven percent of the colleges which operated a * 

committee held frora~one to three meetings per year lasting on an^verage of 

i 4 
2.14 hours, in length. , The majority of the meetings were held in the' early 

\^nd late afternoon with 24.1 percent being 'held in the^raornings oy at noon. 
Only 4.8 percent of the commit^es held meetings at night. -Almost all of 
the committees met oft- campus. Only 28.9 percent of the Colleges operated 
subcommittees. ? , 

Respondents were asked their Opinions as to whether advisory commit- 
tees should meet 4 raore often. Twenty point five percent felt the committees 
should meet more often., Thirty-seven point three percent felt that, they 
should not meet more. often and 30.5 percent were undecided, vSix percent of 

» v. 

the rfespond^nts felt that advisory committees should not continue to operate 

f 

with the majority 'of the remaining respondents favoring the continuation of 
advisory committees. * 

Issues and Acfivitjes of Advisory Commtttefes . Fifty-eight percent of 

\ ■ 

the respdndents felt^hat the advisory committees should deal "with short • 



range sjpecific purpose issues, and that new items not on the agenda should 

M A ' 

be open to discussion by the committee. V The majority of the agenda items 

\ 

dealt witji during the 1979-80 school year ^center^d around program improvement 
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in»s*pfr areas as 'student services ? program operations, curriculum content 
and instruction, and architectural barriers. Other issues "<Jealt with the 

U : 

community^ public relations, community public relations, community resource 
coordination, conunittee^organi^ation^ legal issues, program evaluation, and 
student activities. Interestingly, very few committees dealt witfi their own 
committee- operations or organizations. Issues, anticipated for the 1980-81 
school year showed^a slight shift of, Emphasis away from items dealing with 
student services and archi tectural • barr iers to^a shift toward more items 
dealing with program operations and curriculum and instruction. 

Respondents indicated that advisory committees- took enough tinpe to 
complete taslcs we^Ll and usually met deadlines. Responsents also felt that 
reasonable deadlines were assigned to committees. 

Some 69.9 pei^cent^of the 'colleges did not have a formal trai^ng . 
program for advisory comfiuttee members, however, 47;0 percent of the res- * 
pondents £elt that; there shduld be formal training programs. x Interestingly , 
85.6 percent of the respondents felt that advisory committee members should be 
aware of the college financial situation. 

P r6blems of Advisory Committees . The major problems reported by the 

-respondents were members' role definition, member apathy, members 1 attendance'^ 

J 

at scheduled meetings, members' communications, members' powerless feelings, 
members 'dividing Into • factions of control., members' lack of specific program 

knowledge, and members feeling too much time was required. Thirty-six percent 

s « * 

of the respondents did not list any problems in th^ir advisory conmittees. 



>> Effectiveness of Advisory Committees . Some 48.2 percent of the res- 
. pondents indicated that advisory committees were given little respect or • ^ 
♦ power, but almost all of the respondents felt that advisory committees im- 

ERIC * " 9 S 
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prove school and community relations. Respondents reported that members 
should n6t always expect school officials to accept all, of their recommen- 
Nations, however* 78,3 percent *of * the respondents indicated that school 
officials usually or always accepted advisorty committee^ recommendations. 
Respondents had mixed-opinions as whether advisory committee recommenda- 
tions should be" implemented by school officials/ some 44.4. percent indicated 

that school officials should Implement committee recommendations, 21*7 pej- • 

I 

cent indicated they should not implement committee recommendations, and J 
21.7 percent &ere undecided on the issue. . * * ' # - 

The advisory committees had the most influence on the handicapped / 
program staff, and next, on the, special education teaching faculty. The^ 
had little ^pfluence on the Col lege /board af Governors. - s 

• Opinions of Respondents . The strongest opinion expresse^by thfe 
respondents concerned the statements that (1) advisory committee members 
'should be aware of the college's financial situation, (2) "Ifleet ings should be 
o£>en to discussion about new issues^pot included on the agenda, (3) v reports 
from dissenting members should be permitted, (4) committers should qperate 
independently of the Board of Governors, and (5) committees should continue ^ 
to operate^ The majority of the respondents agreed or .strongly agreed with 
these statements* 

* Respondents were swist divided on the following statements that (1) 

9 m / 

>yjvisory* committees should rfeal with srhort range specific purpose issues t 

(2) committee recommendations should be , implemented by schopl officials, 

(3) committees should have a formal training program foi; members, and (4) v 
committees, should have wri t ten-+y^laws . The majority of the memfcuy* agreed 

r ' • 

or we-re undecided -about the statements. 
* .'■ * 
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* Respondents were also more .divided on the following statements that/ ' * 
. (1) advisory committees should be controlled by the .program coordinator, ' ' 
(2) committees should meet more often, (3) committee members should endorse* 
all committee decisions, (4) committees for each disability group served , 
should be* organized at fcaph* college, and (5) ad\^.sory committee members J 

• * V v ^ ' • • ' / ■ 

should expect school officials to accept all of their recommendations. The ' 

majority of the respondents disagreed or were undecided with these statements. 

^ * DISCUSSION 

Tne majority of the committees were total program advisory^ committees 

with very ti tt le written organizational structure. The program coordinators X**/' 

appeared to completely control the committees and were respon^ble for pi>e- . 

paring meeting agendas, selecting members, recordkeeping activities, and r - 

chairing committee meetings. The t lack of specific state guidelines may - 

*have encouraged this type, of organizational structure. ^ * 

i The fact that' 2-1. 7 percent' of the .respondents did not operate an 

advisory committee during the 1979j80 school yea* indicated a lack of interest 

in advisory committees' by those respondents.- The average size of the ^ • 

committees was similar to findings of other studies. Sinc.e the cpwnittees 

were controlled by the 'program coordinator, day-time meetitrga^ during working 

hours and only two' meetings held per year *were £he results ^ 

, « « 

Most of the committees operated without written meters hip criteria 

and most of the members were chosen by the program coordinator 'or college 

* * 
staff. Consequently, the~largest single group represented on the conmlttee 

was the eft liege staff and faculty. However, adequate representation of 

other groups* and individuals did exist in the conmlttee, which confirms that 

f - > 

program coordinators were following the state guidelines on suggested . . \ - 
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committee membership. \ 

♦The two raajur problems ols the advisory conmittee centered ground 

' • * . . ■ '• . . 1 ( 

the members '"role definition and membe r» apathy . Finding a suitable meeting 
time was aho-ttter urohjem reported by. the respondents along with the problem 
of members 1 ' ci>mniunicatrtmT7' members' f eelipg ^powerless members' dividing, irvtu 
factions of control, members/ lacl^irig ofc -knowledge and members. 1 f eeling.'that 

Luo much time was t requi red . , v 

' v / - • 

• } * . - a 

Advisory conuaxt'tees- appeared to be relatively ef f ec t ive . at the 



respective commun i t y ,co 1 lege campuse.s 'since it was reported Chat committee 
recommendations were lisual ly. accepted by school officials- Advisory 



^committees Til so appeared to impact the handicapped program staff and the 

■ • . f. '• ' ' 

special education faculty more than other groups on^ampus. ^Beyond this • 
direct program impact, advisory commi t tees h#l little effect on. the rest of 
t'he oarnpus as a whole, and almost no impact on t,he college Board ^of Governors. 

The issues which advisory' committees dealt *with dufing ,1 979-80 
centered around services provided to the student. The' shift 'in 1980-81 was 
townrd improving program operations, and the curriculum and instruction. 
.. Programs Mnd services for the handicapped have seen a steady rise in the amount 
of services and sophistication o£ programs since the "Varly days of the handi- 
capped programs. .Similarly, the shifts in advisory committee agenda items 
have demonstrated this chan^ge. Fpr example, once architectural barriers* 

' J : 

were identified anfi eliminated^ for further discussion was needed* In 1979- 

80, 9. 2^ percent of the agenda items .ddalt with architectural barriers and 

only 7.6 percent of tnose Agenda items were anticipated 1 for 1980-81: < 
>. , ' * * J 1 " /• • 

Similarly, items paling .wfch 'the delivery of student"" services went 'from 

28.5 percent of the agenda items in 1979-80 'to 25.6 percent of the antici-^ ; r 



s 
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pated agenda Uehw.for 1980-8*! ' To repeat *onc^ servicjwere impde'mentedL 
less* discission was needed. . i 



- Un tlte-^er-hand^iteins which dea^t with program Iterations wenf^ 

/ ..trom-20.9 percent of > the agenda items in! 1979-80- to 25.2 percent* of the 

^ \pticipated agenda items for^SO-Sl and.items which'dealf ttUh curriculum ■ 
and" instruction went from 19. 7 'percent of the'^enda items in 1979-80 to 23.1 
- • percent of the anticipated Items for 1980-81. These shi'fW indicated that ' 
program^ .now pr # vide basic services' and the emphasis of advisory 'committees ' 
husyfioved toward improving the quality and sophistication, of the' services, 
aijd the academic programs. * 

• • * • V 1 ' ' 

. \ « Respo^ents generally favored the continuation of advisory comrait- 

tees » separat e . frjim_th^firma^LJ oard or g an i z e d on an in f o rm a l b asis' which" 

allowed for the discussion of new issues -not 'on agenda, and which dealt with 
short range specific" purpose, issues . Respondents did not desire more 
advisory c^mmiJJ^e meetings and did not want serrate committee* for each ' 
'4 disability group." Respondents indicated that the program coordinator shouid 
not control the advisory committee. ^Interesting^; Ui^fa^rity of the £ 
committees were cont rolled ' by the (jrogralTToprdinator . p ' < ' „ 

On the issue of committee recommendations, the respondents expressed 
•the opinion that recommendations should be implemented by#chool official*. 
' but indicatedthat committee members Should not expect school officials to 



acce|t aXTp their recommendations. . The. respondents also indicated chat 
. ^coanittee members shoulj not endorse all committee decisions, and,tnat re- 
' ports' from dissenting members shq»ld' be permitted.- ' , * 

CD?/-" BaSed UP ° n the abqve findin B8» the authors' wouid like to make the 
f"H"wlng recommendations. We believe thf ftistltufrfng of these ideas will 
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lead to successful functioning of advisory committees involved with community 
college handicapped programs and services* . 

• A * • * ■ • - - * 

. f -1 RECOMMENPAT IONS • . * 

1.) Advisory committees for ' Handicapped Student Programs and 

Services should be better organized with more wri-tten directives such as a" 

' "* f . " ' 

statement of purpuose", by-laws, membership' criteria, and repo'rting procedures. 

This, study found that advisory committees lacked written directives. 

-2.) Advisory conunittees for Handicapped Student Programs and 

Services ' should have chairpersons chosen from outside the college staff. A 

more effective mode^ of advisory^ committees structure involved a committee 

chairperson chosert^from the community.' The type and quality of advice* pro- 

duced by an advisory committee reflected the community which the college 

;was serving when the chairperson was chosen, from the community 

' t- * 

3\ ) 'individuals responsible 



T 

crin** 



for membership selecting should 

- . s + ' . 

attempt t^ have a- better balance of members representing the community. The 



f indingjflfl^yU's study found thaV the largest groups r>f representatives were 
from the community-. Larger percentages of community representations could 
produce a mo^re community responsive committee. 

<** 

4.) Holding, meetings during evening hours, and holding luncheon 
meetings at the college expense should alsaw be explored as a means of in- fl 
creasing attendances. This study* found that -meetings we^ held at the 
educators' .convenience ^d not at the convenience of community members. ^ 



,3.) Training sessions for new and continuing advisory committee 

jpembers shoul'd be develqPeri. Very few existing committees operated formal 

training programs. Many of the coordinators 1, expressed that they would like 

* • * 
their members to be awafe of the college findnctal situation and to make 
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approp ri , Le recommendations, however, they fall tQ t ' - 

T . _ ' ' y t3il t0 firal n their members." 

Topics could^lude me m ber S ' responsibilities . Wtin * 

. — ' ' r ^ portln S Procedures, and 

Allege and program operations. • * 

6-) The California Association of flost c„ , ' 
... . , 4 on or Most-Secondary Educators of 

^ _ bUsh advlsory _ mee ^ 
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